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this week. Therefore, Senators should 
be prepared to vote during tomorrow’s 
session of the Senate. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand in adjournment 
under the previous order, at the close 
of my remarks. I ask unanimous con-
sent I be given such time as I might 
use. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I have now 
been in the Senate almost 4 years. 
Some of the days have been extremely 
long, but the years have been ex-
tremely short. We work through a 
process here that I am sure, as people 
watch, seems extremely slow and cum-
bersome. That is probably because it is. 
It was designed that way by our fore-
fathers. They intended that legislation 
that affects this Nation would be care-
fully considered in two separate bodies 
and then submitted to the executive 
branch for the possibility of a veto. 
That takes a long time. 

The bodies have grown in size as a 
number of States came into the Na-
tion, and that makes it more difficult. 
But it is a system that works better 
than that in any other country in the 
world, and it is working now. It is dif-
ficult, very difficult; long days, tough 
issues, tough choices. 

When I first came to the Senate, the 
first issue I got to talk about was the 
balanced budget amendment. At that 
time, it was just a dream that at some 
point we could get the discipline to bal-
ance a budget. It had been years since 
a budget had been balanced around 
here. As we went through that debate, 
people said: Oh, this doesn’t give us 
enough leeway. What if we would have 
a war? Technically, I guess, we have 
had a couple since that time, and we 
have still balanced the budget. Not 
only that, the economy has increased, 
and many will attribute that to the 
budget being balanced. In countries 
around the world, as they balance the 
budget, their economy improves. We 
balanced the budget, the economy im-
proved. It gave us a lot more money to 
work with. 

In fact, we have so much money, we 
have started talking about honesty 
with the Social Security surplus. That 
is music to my heart. I am the only ac-
countant in the Senate. It was pretty 
obvious that, with our accounting 
techniques, we were spending the So-
cial Security surplus. People pay into 
Social Security, and the money that is 
paid in is, for the most part, paid in to 
the recipients of Social Security. It 
doesn’t really flow into a trust fund 

and stay there with the portion of the 
trust fund for the person on retirement 
being used. No, the money flows in and 
the money flows out. But at the mo-
ment, there are more people working 
than receiving. As a result, there is a 
surplus in Social Security. 

That is going to change pretty dras-
tically in about 2013. At that point, we 
are going to have more people retiring 
than working, and there will be a def-
icit in Social Security. So it has been 
very important that we be honest on 
Social Security and start to put that 
Social Security away. 

We also tried a motion to assure that 
would be put away. It is called a 
lockbox on Social Security. That has 
never passed around here—similar to 
the balanced budget amendment, which 
did not pass. But the American people 
understood how important that bal-
anced budget amendment was, that the 
Federal Government couldn’t spend 
money, just as they cannot spend more 
money than they have, and they in-
sisted on a balanced budget, and we got 
it. We talked about a lockbox. I think 
we had seven different votes to end the 
filibuster to put that into law. It has 
not happened. But the message has 
been delivered by the people of this 
country that we are going to put a 
lockbox on Social Security; we are 
going to put that money away; we are 
not going to touch it, so the little bit 
that there is—this is just a surplus, the 
money that is flowing in and out—will 
be there later. 

One of the things we are doing with 
that is we are paying down the na-
tional debt. You will hear a number of 
us around here say if you really look at 
the accounting on this, are we paying 
down the national debt? No, we are 
paying down the public national debt. 
We are taking that money that individ-
uals across this country have invested 
in Treasury bills and we are buying 
their Treasury bills back. What that 
does is put IOUs into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund—not money. We got rid 
of the money. 

At the moment, if you have a Treas-
ury bill, you are paid interest periodi-
cally. We have to pay the interest if 
the public owns the debt. So what do 
we achieve by taking Social Security 
money and buying up this public debt? 
I will tell you what we achieve. We 
achieve the ability to spend more 
money because we do not pay Social 
Security interest in cash at the mo-
ment that it is due. We take a little bit 
of IOU and we use it to make the So-
cial Security trust fund a little bit big-
ger. But it is not real money. If we 
wanted to spend it, we would have to 
put in money in order to take money 
out. How would we do that? We would 
increase the public debt. 

If you call the Treasury and they tell 
you the national debt at the moment— 
that is, the total, public and private— 
is bigger than it was a year ago, then 

we really have not paid off any of the 
national debt. But we have made the 
country a little more secure for Social 
Security. 

One of the things we need to do now, 
the new push—for some of us, this is 
not a new push. The Presiding Officer, 
since he came here, has been adamant 
on paying down the national debt hon-
estly. Senator ALLARD of Colorado and 
I got together our first year and talked 
about how this country ought to com-
mit to paying down the national debt. 
There is not anybody in my State who 
does not understand that debts come 
due, and if we have a debt—and we 
talked about having a surplus—maybe 
we ought to take care of that debt a 
little bit. We put together a bill that 
put the national debt on a system like 
a house payment. We figured out how 
you could pay off the national debt in 
30 years. That is about the time you 
normally pay a house down; it works 
similar to a house payment. 

You start with a fixed payment. This 
number still seems to be an awfully big 
number to me, but around Washington 
it is not a big number. You just start 
with a measly $10 billion. You pay that 
$10 billion in, and it saves you some in-
terest—genuinely saves you interest. 
What you do is you take that interest 
that you save and, instead of spending 
it or putting phony IOUs in a box, you 
take that actual cash and you add it to 
the $10 billion. That is your next year’s 
payment. 

So each year the $10 billion grows by 
the amount of interest you save, so 
that the final payment is huge—kind of 
the way a house payment works. The 
amount of principal that gets paid off 
in the 30th year on your house is prac-
tically the whole payment. With some 
discipline and a steady plan, that is the 
same thing as anybody in this country 
does when they are buying a house: We 
can pay off the national debt in 30 
years. 

You will hear a lot of rhetoric around 
here about how we might have a war; 
what would we do? Some unusual ex-
penditures might come up. That is an 
excuse for not paying a normal pay-
ment to pay off the debt. It is just an 
excuse. If we were really serious about 
paying off the national debt, we would 
enter into that kind of agreement and 
then we would say: Here is how it 
works if we have a war. People who 
have a home sometimes outgrow their 
home, it is kind of an emergency, and 
they decide they will add to their home 
a little bit. 

What do they do? They take out a 
second mortgage. That is what we 
ought to be doing, figuring out the life-
span of how we pay for that U.S. pur-
chase and adding it to the payment so 
we stretch the payment out over a lit-
tle period of time. That is money we 
borrowed from our kids. They are the 
ones who will have to pay that back. 

I have to tell you, we have not gotten 
a single Democrat to sign onto the debt 
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reduction in any of the forms that we 
have proposed it. 

This year, we tried a little different 
approach because the surplus is grow-
ing so fast that, evidently, those esti-
mating it cannot keep up with the esti-
mations because every time there is a 
new estimation, it is greater than the 
one before. So what we have done in 
the appropriations bills this year is put 
in a little provision—in almost all of 
them, as another announcement is 
made of this huge new surplus—that 
half of that surplus has to genuinely go 
to the national debt. We have been suc-
cessful in putting that in almost every 
bill. 

Now we have a third plan. We are 
still trying to get some people in this 
body to sign on to debt reduction. 
There isn’t anybody in this body who 
does not talk about the importance of 
debt reduction for this country. For 
some, that is a code word for, ‘‘We 
could spend it, and we ought to spend, 
and it is more fun to spend it.’’ But 
that is not the right thing to do with 
it. 

So we have said, OK, this year, for 
the fiscal year for which we are appro-
priating, we are going to have about 
$280 billion in surplus. The $280 billion 
is part Social Security surplus and part 
real surplus. But we made a proposal 
that 90 percent of that $280 billion 
ought to go to debt reduction—part of 
it the way we have been doing it with 
the Social Security and part of it with 
the real money. That still leaves us an 
increase of 10 percent, which actually 
works out to a little more than 10 per-
cent. It is 10 percent of the surplus, but 
it is a bigger increase in spending. 

We have said, how about if we save 
that other 10 percent, and, at the most, 
allocate half of it to tax reduction and 
half of it to spending? That is a pro-
posal we are still putting forth. It has 
a lot of popularity across the country. 
Again, people recognize the need to pay 
down the debt, but people also realize 
that that puts a tremendous safety 
mechanism in our budget process at 
the moment. 

But you will not see much on that in 
the papers. The papers don’t carry debt 
reduction very much. People do not 
really carry it around as a code word. I 
guess it is kind of an accounting thing. 
But I have to tell you, I travel back to 
Wyoming almost every weekend, and 
we drive 300 to 500 miles and go to all 
the towns—the big ones and the little 
ones—and the people out there under-
stand it. They say: That is a top pri-
ority. Pay down that debt. We got into 
that debt. We need to get out of that 
debt. And we need to take care of our 
kids. 

I mentioned the media probably will 
not carry much about that. I have not 
seen it in the eastern media. I am often 
disturbed at what the eastern media 
puts in the paper. Right now, of course, 
what they are doing is trying to gen-

erate some interest in the political 
races, particularly the Presidential 
race. The media isn’t really being fair 
on that issue. 

I attended the Republican conven-
tion. That was on television, and I no-
ticed there were 48 hours of it that 
were broadcast across the country. 
Then the Democratic convention hap-
pened later in the month, and evi-
dently there was not anything else 
happening because they got 80 hours. 
That is not quite equal time. It is no-
where near equal time. It is almost 
twice as much time. 

I also noticed that the people cov-
ering the conventions were the same at 
both conventions, and their political 
colors showed. When they were at the 
Republican convention, they criticized 
everything. When they were at the 
Democratic convention, they lauded 
everything. That does not sound like 
United States good, old American fair-
ness to me. 

The closest I have seen in fairness is 
in today’s Washington Post editorial, 
which is entitled ‘‘Al Gore vs. Busi-
ness.’’ It offers us a glimpse of the 
skin-deep approach to many policies, 
but particularly health care policies. 
Those are important in this country 
right now. 

We, through the media, have elevated 
that to a higher level than it has ever 
been before. Even the Washington Post 
speculates that: ‘‘the candidate’’—by 
candidate, they mean Vice President 
GORE—‘‘plans to go after, in the same 
vein, a different industry every day, 
each target undoubtedly poll-tested.’’ 

I would like to read the closing of 
their editorial and then offer some 
facts for your consideration on these 
health care things we are talking 
about. This is the Washington Post. 
This is not me. 

There are fair points to be made about the 
right balance between free enterprise and 
regulation, and useful debates to be had. Mr. 
Gore seems more intent upon telling us that 
he’s for the people, not the powerful. Given 
his history, the slogan seems about as sin-
cere as it is useful. 

Not me—the Washington Post, that 
doesn’t carry the stuff I really like to 
read about. But he is going to take on 
a different industry. 

I am not concerned about big indus-
try in this country. Big industry came 
about because of big government. If 
you are going to handle the bureauc-
racy, you have to have specialists. Big 
business has grown to take care of 
some of the specialists needed to han-
dle the bureaucracy. The folks I am 
worried about are the small businesses. 

When I first came to the Senate, 
again, one of the early debates we had 
on the Small Business Committee— 
which is one of the really joyful com-
mittees for Wyoming because all of our 
businesses are small businesses—one of 
the first discussions we had was: What 
is a small business? The Federal defini-

tion says: Under 500 employees. I guess 
we don’t have any big business in Wyo-
ming—not one. I contend that a small 
business is the one where the owner of 
the business sweeps the sidewalk, 
cleans the toilets, does the book-
keeping, and waits on customers. 

In this country, if it is going to 
succeed, we need to get to a situation 
where that small business can deal 
with the bureaucracy and the forms 
and all of the things we put on them 
because that is where the entrepre-
neurship in this country starts. That is 
where the businesses start. 

One of the things we are talking 
about with businesses, of course, is 
health insurance. We are trying to en-
courage the businesses to provide 
health insurance. But at the same 
time, here we come up with a lot of 
complicated situations for how we are 
going to handle that, that make it nec-
essary for businesses to be bigger and 
have specialists. 

We are also talking about Medicare 
and Social Security and how we are 
going to keep them solvent. One of the 
things we are good at doing here is try-
ing to outbid everything. We have a 
Medicare system that is going broke. 
We have a Medicare system that every-
body admits needs to be fixed. The 
President, in his State of the Union 
speech, mentioned the importance of 
fixing Medicare. 

Plans for fixing Medicare? There is a 
bipartisan plan. It came out of a com-
mission. Senator BREAUX and Senator 
FRIST headed up this commission. They 
have a plan that will save it. 

Are we working on that plan? No. It 
doesn’t generate enough publicity. We 
have gone to something that is a little 
catchier than that, and that is pre-
scription drugs, and we are concerned 
about how people in this country can 
afford their prescription drugs and how 
nobody in this country should have to 
make a choice between food and pre-
scription drugs. There isn’t anybody 
here who thinks that kind of a choice 
ought to be made. 

What kind of a plan do we have? I 
know of six of them among Members 
here in this body. I know of four that 
are on this side. And then there are a 
couple more because in the Presi-
dential election this has been poll-test-
ed as an important feature and both 
candidates have a plan. 

The Washington Post has been cov-
ering the plans. I want to show you a 
little bit about how they are covering 
it. 

The biggest secret out there is the 
details of Mr. Gore’s plan. But the 
Washington Post has delved into them 
a little bit and given us a little bit of 
information. Again, this isn’t what I 
have written. But the Washington Post 
does give Bush some credit for detail-
ing a Medicare plan. They say: 

Texas Gov. George W. Bush today proposed 
spending $198 billion to enhance Medicare 
over the next 10 years, including covering 
the full cost of prescription drugs for seniors 
with low incomes. 
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Bush’s plan was modeled on a [bipartisan] 

proposal by Sen. John Breaux (D-LA) and 
Sen. Bill Frist (R-TN). 

[Bush’s plan proposes] fully subsidizing 
people with incomes less than 135 percent of 
the poverty level and creating a sliding scale 
for people with slightly more money. But 
Gore would stop the sliding scale at 150 per-
cent of the poverty level, while Bush would 
extend it to 175 percent. 

I do appreciate them also going 
through the work of drawing up a little 
comparison and putting that in the 
paper. If you remember, on the other 
side it said it was going to cost $198 bil-
lion. They did the courtesy of adding 
up the columns for the two different 
proposals; the Gore proposal, the Bush 
proposal. The Gore proposal shows $158 
billion by 2010. Why did he say $198 bil-
lion on the other page? Mystery. It also 
sounds as if he is spending an awful lot 
of money. When we total up this col-
umn, it comes to $253 billion. That is a 
little more than $158 billion. 

They also do a comparison of how it 
is supposed to work. The biggest dif-
ference on the two sides of this chart is 
how it is handled, two different phi-
losophies on how it is handled. One phi-
losophy says the Government knows 
best. Send your money to Washington. 
Washington will handle it. 

On the other side, Governor Bush 
says, we have a lot of things in place in 
this country, and they have been work-
ing well. Let’s encourage them to work 
better and provide for more. Let’s defi-
nitely not turn this thing over to 
HCFA. 

HCFA is one of those acronyms we 
use around here. All you have to do is 
mention HCFA to any medical provider 
and see the grimace they get on their 
face. It is a system that isn’t working 
for the things they have already been 
assigned, and now we are talking about 
assigning them more work. 

Federal plan—Government knows 
best—as opposed to use what we have— 
distribute it to the States, have the 
States use it through the plans that 
have been providing health care to the 
people already. 

I will go into the details of this at 
another time. I hope all of you do pay 
attention to what is being suggested 
out there because people think there is 
going to be a prescription drug plan 
that is going to be done between now 

and the time we adjourn this year, dur-
ing this time of volatile politics. 

That isn’t how we do any of the bills. 
That is how I started this out, men-
tioning how our process works slowly 
and pretty well. It goes through a com-
mittee process usually. That is where 
the ‘‘bipartisan’’ is supposed to come 
in. That is where both sides suggest 
amendments to a good plan. But that 
takes time. We have limits on how long 
in advance before a markup, which is 
where they insert amendments into the 
bill, that you have to turn these 
amendments in. And then often the 
markup, particularly if it is a com-
plicated issue, one as far reaching as 
prescription drugs, might take several 
different days of working through the 
amendments, meeting and compro-
mising and trying to come up with the 
plan that will work best for our coun-
try. 

That is where we need to go now. We 
need to have that process; we need to 
do that process. We should not latch on 
to any particular plan that is out 
there, unless, of course, we do the one 
that came out of the commission, that 
evolved in a bipartisan way over a long 
process. But that is not going to hap-
pen when the two sides have two plans. 

I know the hour is getting late. I 
have already done my part on an edu-
cation program. I want to emphasize, 
again, we need to pay down the na-
tional debt. I want to emphasize, again, 
the need to have a prescription drug 
plan for this country but to have the 
right one, not a flash-in-the-pan pro-
gram, particularly not one that takes 
people who already have a prescription 
benefit and shoves them into a Federal 
plan against their will, taking away 
the right to choose that they have now. 
I hope we have a situation where we 
can work together and come up with a 
plan where those who are happy with 
their situation can continue to do it 
that way, and those who aren’t can 
have a new opportunity. 

That is a commitment Governor 
Bush has already made. He has out-
lined the plan. He has a plan. He has a 
policy. We are a little short on policies 
around here, but it is something that 
could be worked through. 

One of the things I was impressed 
with when he became the Governor of 

Texas was the legislature was Demo-
crat. He was Republican. He sat down 
with each and every legislator, face to 
face, one on one, and talked about 
what needed to be done for Texas. Then 
they did it. 

Every time a new President is elect-
ed, I grab a biography that particular 
President likes and I read it. One of the 
things I found is that people repeat 
successes. I am sure the next President 
will be no different than any other 
President. If it is Governor Bush, I ex-
pect the opportunity to sit down with 
him—I look forward to it—face to face, 
one on one, and talk about the things 
that I see as necessary for this country 
and that he sees as necessary for this 
country. But more importantly, he will 
sit down with the people on the other 
side of the aisle. 

One of the things we are missing in 
this country right now is more of a bi-
partisan effort, that time of sitting 
down and working things out. That is 
how it starts, with the leadership, with 
the President. I will be expecting him 
to visit with each and every person 
here and all 435 on the other end of this 
building. A tremendous effort? Abso-
lutely. It is the most essential thing I 
can think of. It is the way to get things 
done in a bipartisan manner. That is 
how we will get a prescription drug 
plan. That is how we will improve the 
medical plans we already have in this 
country that are recognized inter-
nationally as being some of the best. 

One of the great things about Amer-
ica is that we say we have the best, but 
we are always looking for ways to 
make it better. That is how our econ-
omy works. That is how the Govern-
ment works. That is how free enter-
prise works. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, 
September 21, 2000. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:24 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, September 
21, 2000, at 9:30 a.m. 
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